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CURRENT TOPICS. 


TERE 18 no doubt that the Lord Chancellor has made a grave 
mistake in the appointment of Mr. Justice Rintzy. Notwith 
standing that the qualities of an advocate differ materially from 
those of a judge, we have an old-fashioned prejudice in favour 
of the recruiting of the Bench from the ranks of the practising 
Bar. This course has been conducive to the eflici of 
Bench in the past ; it secures that the judges shall be in touch 
with the profession ; and the ¢ moment, when there is an 
abundance of talent from which a choice could with general 
approval have been made, is not one for departing from the 
traditional practice. 
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unfavourable circumstances. A judge who comes to the Bench 
fresh from the reputation of a great position at the Bar starts 
with everything in his favour. He commences his duties with 
the general approval of the profession, and it is felt that the 
traditions of the Bench will be erage maintained. Ultimately 
it may be that Mr. Justice Rintzy will justify his appointment ; 
but he will have to do so under the burden of adverse criti- 
cism. We hope that, in filling up the numerous vacancies which 
must ere long occur, Lord Hatssury will shew himself more in 
harmony with the expectations of the public and the profession. 





In aw interesting letter to the Zimes of the 20th inst., Mr. 
Montacue Crackantuorrez, Q.0., calls attention to the difficult 
duties which will be imposed on the Court of Criminal Appeal 
should the present Bill for establishing this court as a court 
for the revision of sentences become law. We have not space 
to enumerate the various matters which, in his view, the 
judges will have to take into detailed consideration if their 
decisions are to form a guide in the infliction of sentences 
generally, but they include matters such as the effect of 
the crime on society and on the person injured, the like- 
lihood of its repetition, the difficulty of its detection, 
whether it was premeditated or committed on a sudden 
impulse, the previous character and criminal record of 
the offender, and whether he was of average intelligence or 
below the average. In despair of obtaining a tribunal which 
will give due weight to all these various elements, and lay 
down plain and practical principles, Mr. CrackANTHORPE recurs 
to the plan, which has been already advocated by Mr. Justice 
Haweis and himself, of an inquiry into the whole subject of 
sentences by a Royal Commission, upon whose report it would 
be possible to settle by authority a scale of punishment, subject 
to revision at long intervals, and admitting of deviation in the 
direction both of excess and defect, but clearly indicating what 
the sentence should be for all ordinary crimes apart from special 
circumstances. It is not clear, however, that even with a scale so 
settled it would be possible to allow weight to all the considera- 
tions which Mr. Crackantuorre regards as material. And 
perhaps the attempt after a scientific adjustment of punishments 
to offences may be carried too far, as, indeed, from a passage he 
— from the Italian Criminal Code, seems to be the case in 

t country. A Royal Commission might be speedier in its 
action, but it is by no means certain that in the long run it 
would produce more satisfactory results than the open discus- 
sion of actual cases which would take place in the proposed 
court. 





A LIVELY correspondence has been going on in the Zimes with 
reference to the Criminal Evidence Bill, and the “ future 
prisoner on his oath ” has come in for a good deal of needless 
sympathy. The curious thing is that some undoubtedly com- 
petent authorities think that an accused person has at present 
all the advantage he can want in his right to make a statement, 
and that to convert this into a right to give his story upon oath 
would only tend to his confusion. A sounder view is presented 
in the letter of “ An Old Cross-Examiner ” in the issue of the 20th 
inst. ‘The more a true story ” he says, “‘ is cross-examined to, 
the better it generally is for the teller of it. Nor is there any fear 
that our judges or counsel will adopt the French fashion therein 
either from vanity or other motives. Such vanity, which only 
means love of admiration, would cut its own throat here in a 
month ; and a severer cross-examination of a prisoner than is 
generally thought fair would probably end in his sentence being 
remitted besides.” Very pertinent also is the remark of Mr. 
Prrr-Lewis of the same date that “‘in practice juries decline to 

ive the same weight to a mere unsworn statement as to one 
¢ is made upon oath, and feel unable to rely upon a story 
which has not been tested by cross-examination as much as they 


would upon one which had successfully stood this test. Justice 
to.the innocent accused (who alone will benefit by the passing 
of the measure) alike demands that such persons should possess 
a right to make their statements upon oath and to have them 
tested by as rigid a cross-examination as the circumstances 
ae Still more interesting is the series of instances given 

y Sir Gzorcz Lewis (21st inst.) in which the tongue of an | 





| accused is tied in ejeninal grocection, although in civil pro- 


ceedings based upon exactly the same circumstances he is 
allowed to give evidence, and may thus be able to establish his 
innocence. He draws an apt parallel, too, from the practice in 
the Divorce Oourt. ‘The consequences of conviction in a 
criminal court are not more far-reaching than in the Divorce 
Court. A wife’s conviction for adultery entails the dissolution 
of her marriage, with attendant poverty and the ip okey for 
ever of the society of her children, and it is not denied that a 
flagrant injustice would be done to her and other accused 

arties if she were not allowed to give evidence.” There is, 

oubtless, truth in the objection urged in some quarters that 
the Bill tends to the increase of perjury, but this is a matter 
which persons who are guilty must settle for themeelves. The 
change, as pointed out in one of the above quotations, is called 
for in the interest, not of the guilty, but of the innocent. 





Ir 18 interesting to note that the Privy Council have decided 
in The Belize Estate Co. v. Quilter that a system of registration 
of title under which the register is declared to be the exclusive 
foundation and evidence of title to land does not necessarily 
prevent the acquisition by ession of a title adverse to the 
registered title. The OConsblidated Laws of British Honduras 
of 1887 contain in chapter 19 the law of limitation of rights of 
action and of entry, and, in the same way as under our own 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, it is provided that at the 
end of the period of limitation, which is twenty years, the right 
and title of the person against whom the statute has been 
running shall be extinguished. Chapter 106 of the same body 
of law regulates the permissive system of Jand registration 
which prevails in the colony, and it contains provisions that the 
registered owner shall be entitled, to the exclusion of all other 
persons, to the legal estate in registered land, and that the 
register shall be, to the exclusion of all other evidence (evidence 
of fraud only excepted), the foundation and the evidence of the 
foundation of the title to the registered land, which shall 
devolve and be transmitted and disposed of accordingly. Pro- 
vision is made for a change in the registered owner upon trans- 
fer and upon devolution on death, whether on an intestacy or 
by devise, but for no other cases. Under these circumstances it 
was contended on behalf of a registered owner that the regis- 
tered title was independent of possession, and that, in respect of 
such title, he could maintain trespass against an adverse pos- 
sessor whose possession had commenced since the date of registra- 
tion, but more than twenty years before the action. In 
spite, however, of the comprehensive terms of chapter 106 of 
the Code, the Privy Council held that the registered owner was 
not excuged from the necessity of keeping his title clothed with 
possession if he wished to escape the operation of chapter 19 ; 
and since he had failed to do this, his action was barred and his 
title extinguished. Since the system of registration is permis- 
sive merely, it seems to have been considered that the new 
owner might elect either to continue with an unregistered title 
or to make an independent application for a fresh registration. 
Under our own Land Transfer Act of 1875 it is—as is well 
known—expressly provided (section 21) that no title in deroga- 
tion of a registered title shall be acquired by possession, a 
provision which the Land Transfer Bill now before Parliament 
proposes to repeal (clause 13). Having regard to the decision 
in the above case, the mere repeal of section 21 will probably be 
sufficient, though it would be an advantage if provision were 
expressly made for the alteration of the register upon proof of 
the acquisition of a new possessory title. A modification of 
section 95 would, perhaps, effect this object. 





In spire of the doubt cast by some recent utterances of Lord 
Hatssvry, ©., on the correctness of the decision in Spargo’s case 
(L. R. 8 Ch. 407), its authority has been upheld by the Privy 
Council in the recent case of Larocgue v. Beauchemin. Under 
section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, shares of a company are 
deemed to be issued “subject to the payment of the whole 
amount thereof in cash” unless otherwise determined by 4 
registered contract. Upon this well-known provision it was 
held in Spargo’s case that “‘ payment in cash” is not to be taken 
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literally, and that the requirement is satisfied where a mutual 
discharge 


of obligations takes place which is equivalent to pay- 
ment in cash. ere, it was said, there is on the one side a 


bond fide debt payable in money at once for the purchase of 
property, and on the other a bond fide liability to pay money on 
shares, so that if bank-notes had been handed from one side of 
the table to the other in payment of calls, they might have been 
legitimately handed back in payment for the preperty, the 
statute does not make it necessary that this formality should be 
gone through ; and if the two demands are set off against each 
other, there isa good payment for the shares in cash. This 
decision has doubtless saved a good deal of juggling with bank- 
notes, but it has produced the anomaly that promoters 


; may legitimately take shares in exchange for property 


provided the arrangement is not expressed in the contract 
of sale. A contract of sale for cash enables the pro- 
motors to take shares instead of cash, but a contract of 
sale for a sum of money to be satisfied in shares leaves 
the vendors liable on the shares unless the contract is registered. 
In Re Johannesburg Hotel Co. (39 W. R. 260; 1891, 1 Ch. 119), 
and again in Re Ooregum Gold Mining Co. of India v. Roper 
(1892, A. ©. 125), Lord Haxssury expressed his doubt as 
to this departure from the strict language of the statute. 
the former case he was sitting in the Court of Appeal, where 
the decision in Spargo’s case was binding on him, and in the 
latter the question did not arise. But he expressed his regret 
that the words im cash had received a judicial exposition which 
allowed payment otherwise than in cash, and he held himself 
free, if the question should ever come before the House of 
Lords, to consider the propriety of the decision. It may be 
anticipated, however, that the present decision of the Privy 
Council will be accepted as final, and that a decision which has 
been recognized for upwards of twenty years will not again be 
questioned. At the same time it may be noticed that exactl 
the same point will arise on clause 7 of the Companies Bil 
which substitutes for the requirement of section 25 a report to 
the Registrar of shares allotted as paid up otherwise than in 
cash, and it would be convenient for the Legislature, if the 
measure becomes law, to place its own construction on the ex- 
pression. . 





NotwitusTanpine the declaration by Romer, J., recently in 
Wynne v. Tempest that he had no intention to cut down in any 
way the beneficial operation of section 3 of the Judicial Trustees 
Act, 1896, and that in any case where he could fairly apply it he 
intended to do so, it is not surprising that he was unable to 
apply it in favour of the trustee in the particular case before 
him. The defendant was one of the trustees of a trust, the 
other being a solicitor. Upon the sale of certain stock forming 
part of the trust estate the solicitor was allowed by the defend- 
ant to receive the proceeds of sale from the broker. The 
defendant understood that the money would be paid into the 
bank where the trust account was kept, but fora year he took 
no steps, by examining the pass-book or otherwise, to ascertain 
that this had been done. “In fact the solicitor paid the money— 
some £1,700—into his own account at a different bank. A 
year afterwards he died insolvent, his account being overdrawn, 
and the bank, according to the recognized rule in euch cases, 
refused to recognize any liability to repay the money to the 
trust estate. Under these circumstances the defendant, who 
was called upon to make good the loss, sought relief under 
section 3 of the Act of last year on the ground that he had acted 
honestly and reasonably and ought fairly to be excused for the 
breach of trust. But although there was everything to throw 
him off his guard and to lead him to place confidence in his 
co-trustee, Romer, J., held that his actual neglect for a year to 
inquire into the safety of the trust fund was inexcusable, and 
disentitled him from receiving the benefit of the Act. 








A return compiled for the Corporation of London by the Registrar of 
the Mayor’s Court (Mr. Frenk 8. Jackson) shews that last year 384 actions 
were tried in that Court—127 before the Recorder, 172 before the Common 
Serjeant, and 85 before the Arsistant-judge. In 305 cases the plaintiffs 
were succeseful, and in 51 the defendant, 18 non-euits were entered, and 


in 10 the jury were discharged or withdrawn. The largest amount sued 
for was £7,000. 
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| by the trustee (rule 9 (1) ), it 


THE DRAFT JUDICIAL TRUSTEE RULES, 1897. 
II. 


Contrxvurne our remarks on the above rules, we have now to 
consider those provisions. which ern the procedure of the 
court in its dealings with the judicial trustee. We shall confine 
our observations to the =r Court, though, pursuant to the 
second section of the Act, the rules are e applicable to 
Palatine Courts as respects trusts within the jurisdiction of such 
courts (rule 31), and to county courts for the time having 
bankruptcy jurisdiction as respects trusts in which the 
trust too! does not exceed five hundred pounds (rule 32). 

In the High Court these ings under the Act have to be 
taken in the Chancery Division, rule 34 providing that the 
expression “officer of the court,” which is constantly used 
throughout these rules, means ‘‘the Chancery Master, that is to 
say, the master attached to the chambers of the judge of the 
Chancery Division to whom the matter is assigned.” In 
we note that ‘Chancery Master” is not the correct title of the 
official referred to, though we welcome it as a possible indica- 
tion of an intention to make some such distinctive change in the 

resent title ‘‘ Master of the Su Court,” a step advocated 
in these columns a few weeks since. 

Let us eee what are the duties which under the rules are to 
be performed by the officer of the court. Generally those 
duties are defined by’ rule 28, which is in the following 
terms :— 

** For the pu of the Act or these rules the officer of the court may 
exerise any power which may be params Boy | the yo Speen the 
power 0, ing an or for the appointment of a judicial trus 
vesti ora) nay salons any dty am > a by bes — and 

vestigate any ma Ww ma, heard stigated 
ty tho counts subject in pom rvs to the right Mt any party to bring any 
particular point before tL > judge.’’ 


The words which we have printed above in italics raise two 
questions of some importance. It will be noticed that the 
officer of the court is empowered to make the order appointing 
the trustee and any vesting order (that is, a vesting order con- 
sequential on such appointment, as provided by rule 6). Now, 
our readers do not need to be told that in theory a master in 
the Chancery Division makes no order. He is but the mouth- 
piece of the judge, who is sup to make all orders, and 
whose name every order bears even though he himself does not 
hear the particular application. We cannot suppose that the 
intention of the rule is to introduce a different procedure with 
regard to orders for the appointment of judicial trustees, and to 
assimilate in such cases the practice to that which obtains in the 
Queen’s Bench Division, where orders are made by and in the 
neme of the master. If there be no such intention a little more 
exactitude of expression would seem to be desirable. 

A more serious point is that the rule in question has the 
effect of introd cing a diversity in practice in the Ohancery 
Chambers. By . 55, r. 15a of the Rules of the Supieme 
Court, 1883, it is expressly provided that no order appointing a 
new trustee, and no vesting or other order consequential on the 
appointment of new trustees, shall be made except by the judge 
in person. We shall have, therefore, side by side two dissimilar 
practices in pari materi4. An ordi trustee will be appointed 
and the trust property vested in him by an order which must be 
made by the judge in person ; a judicial trustee will be ap ted 
and the trust property vested by an order made, not by the 
judge, but by his officer. This seems to be neither reasonable 
nor desirxble. If we were called upon to express an opinion 
favour of one practice over the other, we should unhesitatingly 
pronounce for that prescribed by ord. 55, r. cy Seg than 
for that under the draft rules. very great it meas © 
having orders for vesting in proper form is one main ground for 
that view. : 

We must next consider the duties thrown by the rules upon 
the officer of the court after the appointment of the y wey we 
trustee is complete. Itis here, we venture to think, 
greatest difficulty will be found to exist. We cannot do more 
than indicate Mee Benin Od nature of ap montage muri 
seem ufficiently varied and sufficiently onerous. 

eae , having been furnished to ‘court 
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the court, not only to retain such statement, but to keep it 
written up from time to time, having regard to notices received 
from the trustee of variation, increase, or decrease in the trust 
property (rule 9 (2) ). At various ather stages, also, notices are 
to be given to the court, as, ¢ g., when a judicial trustee intends 
to sell any of the property vested in him (rule 11 (4) ), though 
what the officer of the court who receives such notice is expected 
thereupon to do does not clearly appear. He seems to be 
placed in « position somewhat analogous to that of a trustee for 
the purposes of the Settled Land Acts, to whom a tenant for life 
has to pe notice of his intention to exercise the powers of the 
Acts, though the unfortunate officer is at this disadvantage as 
compared with the trustee, that, whilst the latter has to consider 
notices received in respect of one trust only, with the details of 
which he may be supposed to be familiar, the former may be 

ted with notices affecting innumerable trusts, with the par- 
ticulars of which he can have but a very superficial acquaintance. 
The officer of the court must approve of the particular bank at 
which the trust account is to be kept (rule 11(1)). If this 
means that he is to take any steps to satisfy himself that the 
bank is in a healthy financial position, the rule entails a very 
serious responsibility, and will lead to the practice of the court 
insisting on trust accounts being kept at the Bank of England, 
orat one of the well-known joint-stock banks, of whose credit 
no doubt exists. The officer of the court has further to direct 
in what custody the title deeds and documents evidencing the 
title of the trustee to any part of the trust property shall be 
ys onan (rule 11 (1)); to countersign every request for 
delivery out of such deeds or documents (rule 11 (2)); to sign 
authorities for their inspection (Jbid.); to keep a list of 
deposited documents, and to make variations in it from 
time to time upon information supplied by the trustee 
(rule 11 (3)). He is required to give directions on various 
= to the judicial trustee (see, ¢.g., rules 11 (7), 13 (1). 14). 

@ has to audit the accounts (rules 15-17), and to fix the re- 
muneration of the trustee (rules 18-20). He is, in fact, expected 
at every turn to exercise the most minute and vigilant control 
over the dealings of the judicial trustee with the trust estate, to 
act as his supervisor and to a large extent as his adviser. The 
greatest degree of irksomeness will be felt in the working of 
rule 29 (2), under which a trustee desiring to make an applica- 
tion to the court may do so by letter addressed to the officer of 
the court without any further formality. Formality, indeed, of 
—— is the last thing to be thought of. No summonses are 
to be issued (rule 29 (1) ); trustees may be suspended (rule 21 

1)), or removed (rule 22 (1)) with or without application. 

eg is to be as free from technical requirements as 
a le. Fortunate, indeed, will it be if freedom from formality 

oes not result in loose and slipshod practice. Nothing but 
—- for the framers of the rules prevents us from describing 
such a system as happy-go-lucky. 

Such in brief is a sketch of what is required from the officer 
of the court. And it is seriously «xpected that all these minute 
requirements can be complied with, all this complicated 
machinery effectively worked, by a body of officials who are 
already very fully occupied in discharging the numerous and 
important duties which devolve upon the masters in the 
Chancery Division! Should the Act find favour with the public, 
and be largely resorted to, a master might find a mass of corre- 
spondence with regard to various trusts thrown upon him with 
which it would be simply impossible for him to grapple, left, 
as he is, without the usual assistance of shorthand writers and other 
similar conveniences. In giving directions to judicial trustees 
the masters will really have to act as though they were at once 
counsel and solicitors, and to act too often upon imperfect state- 
ments supplied by non-legal men, who cannot have the benefit 
of professional assistance, except at the risk of being left to pay 
for such assistance personally. We venture to say that the rules 
put too great a strain on officials whose duties are sufficiently 
onerous already. 

The provisions of the rules relating to district registries (rule 
30) appear to us open to some grave objections. The Rules of 


the Supreme Court do not allow of the issue of originating 
summonses in any of such registries, except in the cases of 
Liverpool and Manchester, as to which places special considera- 
tions apply. It is singular that the experiment of allowing such 





summonses to issue should first be tried for working provisions 
of an altogether novel character. The district registries have 
no machinery for taking accounts and the like. It is certain 
that questions will constantly arise, especially in cases where a 
judicial trustee requires directions from the court, in which the 
opinion of the judge will be sought by the master. The district 
registrars, with less experience in the administration of trusts, 
and therefore presumably requiring greater assistance, will 
have no facilities for approaching the judge. The gravest 
objection of all appears to us to consist in the fact that a district 
registrar is empowered to make an order a a trustee 
and for vesting the trust estate. Nobody who knows the deli- 
cate and highly technical nature of a vesting order, the t 
variety of the forms it takes according to the nature of the 
property to be vested, the serious difficulty and expense which 
cok an order wrongly drawn up may entail, can view without 
apprehension a provision which confers jurisdiction in such 
matters on officials wanting in the needful experience, and with- 
out that assistance which a master receives from the Chancery 
registrar who draws up the order. We intend no sort of 
disrespect by these remarks to a most zealous and able set of 
officials, It is want of experience only that we suggest. But to 
us, at least, that want’of experience appears to be fatal to the 
proposals in the rules in regard to the district registries. 

We have said nothing as to the officer who may be appointed 
judicial trustee in the absence of a fit and proper person to act as 
such, for the rules do not materially differ in his case from those 
applicable to the ordinary judicial trustee, except that he is not 
required to give security. In the High Court, except in district 
registry cases, the official solicitor for the time being is to be 
the judicial trustee (rule 7 (1) ). He will havea great advan- 
tage over the judicial trustee in ordinary cases, in that he will 
bring a properly trained legal mind to bear on the questions 
which come before him, whilst his presence in London will 
increase the facility of communication between the trustee and 
the court. Apparently it is still under consideration who is to 
act in other cases where an official judicial trnstee has to be 
appointed ; for the rules relating to the district registries (rule 
30 (3) ), to the Palatine Courts (rule 31 (2)), and the Oounty 
Courts (rule 32 (3) ), alike contain the somewhat singular pro- 
vision that the official solicitor shall not be appointed, whilst we 
are left entirely in the dark as to what official will be selected 
to perform the duties. 

pon the whole, we cannot say that the rules impress us 
favourably. We do not, indeed, forget that the draftsman was 
fettered by the express provisions of the Act, and especially of 
of section 4, which defines the points to which especially the 
rules should be directed. But they seem to us to deal too much 
with questions of principle, too little with points of detail. We 
should have expected that a set of rules dealing with an en- 
tirely new practice would have supplied forms for use, would have 
indicated what books and registers were to be kept by the 
court, would have given sufficient directions to enable the novel re- 
quirements of a totally fresh departure in procedure to be success- 
fully carried out. It is certain that, if there is to be uniformity of 
practice, these rules will have to be supplemented by directions 
given by the judges to the masters. As to the system itself, if it is 
to be worked satisfactorily, we very much doubt whether any- 
thing short of a separate and distinct department of the court 
will serve the purpose. The attempt to combine with the 
existing procedure of the court business which is to be con- 
ducted on lines entirely distinct and different, imposing on the 
officials entrusted with the working of it duties at once onerous 
and unfamiliar, will, if the Act is largely resorted to, result, as 
far as we can foresee, in nothing short of disastrous failure. 





The number of Queen’s Bench actions set down for hearing during the 
ensuing Easter sittings is 667, of which 206 and 193 are Middlesex +pecial 
and common jury cases respectively, 231 are non-jury actions, 12 are 
London jury cases, 16 are commercial cases (these actions only being 
entered in the list when the days are fix+d for trial), and nine are 
assigned actions. There are only four breach of promire cases entered, 
two bring set down in the special and two in the common jury list; but 
there are 36 libel and slander cares for trial, of which 16 are iu the special, 
18 are in the common, and 2 are in the non-jury list. The total number 
of Queen’s Bench actions set down in the corresponding period of last 
year was 683. 
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REVIEWS. 
BILLS OF COSTS. 


Britis oF Costs IN THE HicH Court oF JUSTICE AND CouRT oF 
APPEAL, IN THE HovusE oF LORDS AND THE Privy CouUNCIL; WITH 
THE SCALES OF CosTs AND TABLES OF FEES IN USE IN THE HovusEs 
oF LORDS AND COMMONS, RELATIVE TO PRIVATE BILis; ELECTION 
PETITIONS, PARLIAMENTARY AND MUNICIPAL. INQUIRIES AND 
ARBITRATIONS UNDER THE LANDS CLAUSES CONSOLIDATION AcrT, 
AND OTHER ARBITRATIONS; PROCEEDINGS IN THE COURT OF THE 
RAILWAY AND CANAL COMMISSION, IN THE CounTY CoURT, AND 
THE Mayor’s Courts. Tne Scares oF CosTs AND TABLES OF 
Fees In UsE In THE Court or PassaGE, LIVERPOOL; AND Con- 
VEYANCING Costs. Wirn ORDERS AND RULES AS TO CosTs AND 
Court FEES, AND NoTES AND DECISIONS RELATING THERETO. 
By Horace Maxwe.t Jonnson, Sarrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


In preparing this important and valuable work on Costs, Mr. 
Johnson bes rofited by the labours of his predecessors in the same 
subject, and by the assistance of competent living authorities. He 
has been enabled, by permission of the respective publishers, to lay 
under contribution the late Mr. John Scott’s work on ‘‘ Costs in the 
High Court of Justice and other Courts,” and Messrs. Morgan and 
Wurtzburg’s treatise on ‘‘Costs in the Chancery Division of the 
High Court of Justice”; while the portion of the book relating 
to county court costs has been prepared by Mr. T. Kemmis 
Bros, Registrar of the Southwark County Court ; and the whole 
work has been supervised by the author’s father, Master Johnson. 
By far the greater part of the book is taken up by specimen 
bills of costs. Those in the High Court of Justice have been, 
the author states, prepared from recently taxed bills. But in 
addition to High Court costs, other departments of litigious work 
are dealt with, and the volume also contains the rules as to convey- 
ancing costs, though not in sufficient detail to allow reference to 
the numerous cases which have been decided on the remuneration 
order. Perhaps, having regard to the general scheme of the work, 
this was not to be expected. The various orders of the Supreme 
Court as to costa are placed at the commencement of the book. As 
long as the present system of remunerating a solicitor for contentious 
work by item payments prevails, the making out of bills of costs is a 
matter which requires no slight amount of knowledge and care, and 
Mr. Johnson’s book will, we have no doubt, be found of great assist- 
ance in this tedious but necessary task. 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


House of Lords. 


WELTON v. SAFFERY. 8th April. 


Company— Winpinc Urp—Suares Issurp at a Discount—ADJUSTMENT OF 
Rieuts or ConrrrevTortrs Inter ss—Compantes Act, 1862 (25 & 26 
Vict. c. 89), 8. 38—Companres Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 131), 
8. 25. 


This was an appeal from an order of the Court of A , reported as 
Re Railway Time Tables Publishing Co. (48 W. R. 117; Frags 1 Ch. 255), 
affirming a decision of K+kewich, J. Lord Halsbury and Lindley and A. L. 
Smith, L.JJ., beard and determined the case in the Court of Appeal, and 
Lord Halsbury aleo presided in the House of Lords. The case was argued 
nm March, 1896, more than a year ago. The company was registered in 
January, 1886, with limited liability, the! capital being £30,000 divided 
into 6,000 £5 shares with power to increase. By the articles it was pro- 
vided that the shares shou!d be under the control of the directors, who 
might allot or otherwise dispose of the same to such persons, on such 
terms and conditions, and at euch times, as the directors thought fit, and 
either at a discount, premium, or otherwise. By the 42nd article new 
shares were to be issued upon such terms and conditions and with such 
rights and privileges annexed thereto as the directors might determine, 
and in particular such shares might be issued with a preferential or 
qualified right to dividends and in the distribution of assets by the com- 
pany. The 140th article was in there terms: ‘‘ If the company shall be 
wound up aad the surplus assets shall be insufficient to repay the whole of 
the apap capital, such surplus assets shall be distributed so that as 
nearly as may be the Iceses + hall be borne by the members in proportion 
to the capital paid up or which ought to have been paid up on the shares 
held by them respectively at the commencement of the winding up. But 
this clause is to be without prejudice to the rights of the holders of shares 
issued upon special conditions.” All the 6,000 £5 shares, with the excep- 
tion of ten iseued to the perscns tigning the memorandum of association, 
which were paid for in cash, were undera duly registered agreement 
allotted to the vendor to the company or bis nominees as the consideration 
for the transfer of the copyright, goodwill, plant, and stock-in-trade of 
his business. By a specie! resolution of the company, confirmed on the 11th 
of June, 1886, the capitel was increased to £40,000 by the creation of 2,000 


was confirmed on the same , Substituting new articles for those 
contained in Table A. In aay, tees, the directors determined, for the 
of raising funds were required to carry on the 
of the company, to iesue debentures of £10 each, to the amount of 
bearing interest at 6 per ceut.; and to issue to 
these debentures two fully paid up shares of 
ordinary meeting of the company, 
the directors with reference fo was 
they accordingly issued debentures to the extent of £2,508, and two fu 
paid up shares to each subscriber of £10. Contracts were entered into as 
to 490 of the 500 bonus era) ag Agden © issue as fully paid up, 
and such contracts were duly By 
the 29th of November, 1886, the 
by the creation of 5,000 additional 
in the first instance, offered to the cane shareholders at the price of 
per share. This proposal not having met with a satisfactory response 
they were again offered at a reduced price of 10s. a share, and on those 
terms not only these 5,000 shares, but also the 900 above alluded to as 
discount shares were allotted. ba another special resolution of 
to 
en’ 


th 


company duly confirmed on the 1 
company was further increased 
additional shares of £5 each 

7 per cent.; 1,680 of these shares were allotted to 
who was a creditor of the 

and otherwise; only a portion of these debentures, however, 
represented a present debt; 
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been duly filed. He was the holder of 4,460 discount shares, as to 640 of 
which there were registered contracts. He also held 1,680 of the — 
ence shares. Two calls had ‘been made, amoun' 15s. 
on the bonus, discount, and preference shares, for 
fying the liabilities of the preg ne: of paying the costs, 
expenses of and incidental to the winding up. As to these calls 
question arose. Another call had, however, been sanctioned on these 
shares of £2 5s., the balance zemaining uncalled, to enable the liquidator, 
by means thereof, to adjust the rights of the contributories inter se - in 
other words, to provide funds for the B ppl see of making repayment to the 
ordinary shareholders. The Court of Appeal had held that the issue of 
sbares at a discount was void altogether, even though the company pur- 
ported by its articles to have power to do so. 

Tue Hovse (Lord Harssvky, C., Lords Warson, Macnacurzn, Morris, 
— th Lord Herscueu dissenting) affirmed the decision of the Court 
of Appeal. 

Lord Hatssury, ©., after shortly stating the facts, continued: In 
— of the liability to pay up the shares so far as it is necessary to 
satisfy creditors and the costs of winding up, I believe no doubt % 
Since the Ooregum Gold Mining Co. v. Roper (41 W. R 90; 1892, A. OC. 125), 
it would be impossible to contend that that question is not covered 
authority. But it is said that where the only object in making a call 
to settle the rights of the shareholders inter se, the law laid down in the 
Ooregum case does not conc the question. I am unable to accede to 
that view. I think the Legislature, in itting the existence of a com- 
pany by shares and with limited lia + eyes a machinery out of 
which it is impossible by any expedient, either by company or shareholder, 
to act otherwise than in pursuance of the provisions of the statute. 
Whether for the purpose of settling the rights inter se, or for the 
of satisfying pa ny it a to me that the statute req 
company and the shareholder alike to conform to the rule laid down, that a 
share for a fixed amount shall make the peeee sqnecing to take that share 
liable for that amount. I think that is the in the Ooreguin case, 
and though I am aware that a different view has been suggested where 
the question is not the payment of tha debts of the company, but the 
settlement of the rights of the shareholders inter se, I am unable to see 
how this artificial creature, limited within its sphere of action by the 
statute under which it is created, can do anything contrary to the 
visions of the statute. It is not a question for what t is ° 
Dealing with it as I think it must be dealt with, as an ficial creation, 
it can only act as a company or as shareholder in either of those characters 
within the fetters created by the Act of Parliament. It is said, 
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issued at a discount. It is, I 
upon that assurance to find out that the article which authorized the 
issue of the shares at a discount was ulird vires of the com , because 
it is in conflict with the memorandum of association which by the 
statute iteelf must determine the rights in that respect, but not the less 
on that account must one insist the statute must be 
liquidator can only recognize shareholders, and their relation to the 
= Cade gay ae eeeneaees tenet Se sapeeeet tye 
iament. The right to have a call made where it is necessary to 
the rights between the different shareholders themsel 
less imperative than if only the creditors were in question. 
bar to such a proceeding is the agreement not to ask 
share upon the discount shares, but the whole q 
same point if the Legislature has prohibited 
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though in form reserved by the discussion in the Ooregum case, I think the 
Ooregum case does decide the question now in debate, and whether they 
were bonus shares upon which nothing was paid, or discount shares u 
which 10s. only was paid, the holders of those shares are, in my jude 
ment, liable to make for any com purpose the amount of the 
money which, upon the face of the share, they undertake to pay. I con- 
fess it — to me, however hardly it may operate upon individuals, to be 
a just 
ad obligations should have a right to upon the other share- 
holders to do as they have done and pay what is due upon the shares. No 
Pim chamtilen Hat Goo sokoc eqpeaied Sous cught to boatload, and Sie 
am that the o ap m ought to , and thi 
appeal dismissed with costs. koe 
Lord Hzrscua1t, in a long judgment, after stating the facts substan- 
tially as above set out, and considering the visions of the statutes and 
the terms of the articles, came to the conclusion that there is ns © 
prevent a company from providing by its articles that certain mem 
a certain class of members shall as en themselves and other mem- 
be entitled to an equal share in the assets of the company, although 
have made smaller payments in respect of their shares, and that they 
not be bound to contribute to more than a specified amount, 
this may be less than the amount which they are liable to contri- 
the purpose of paying the debts of the company and the expenses 
up. [And after considering whether the company had done so 
case, and how the rights of the members ought to be adjusted, he pro- 
If at the time of the winding up there be shares with a liability 
» I cannot see why this liability should not be enforced to the 
the holders of these shares are entitled to participate equally in 
distribution of surplus assets with those whose shares are, by the con- 
inter socios, to be treated as fully paidup. I cannot see that wrong 
in any case be done to the sh other than the discount share- 
by the conclusion, which I think logically sound. On the 
aeete wey a mg in certain cases even’obtain an advantage for which 
ey not bargain. I have hitherto confined my consideration to the 
discount shares, but all that [ have said is, in my opinion, equally 
to the bonus shares allotted to the subscribers for debentures. 
e allotment of such shares was part of the consideration of a loan to 
the company, without which it would not have been made. Granting 
that in spite of this the holders are liable to contribute up to the amount 
of their shares for sara of the debts of the company, why should the 
other members be able to say that in order to adjust their rights as against 
pelled to make a further contribution? I 
do not think that the preference shares issued as part of the consideration 
for the extinction of a debt of £13,402 can: stand on a different footing. 
The directors had power under article 4 to issue shares on these terms so 
rh the members could give it. I think the judgment ought to be 


The other noble and learned Lords agreeing with the Lord Chancellor, 
the hy = was dismissed with costs.—Covunszt, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., Eve, 
7 enshaw, Q.C., and Whinney. Soutcrrons, Slaughter ¢ May; C. T. 

inney. 
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(Reported by ©. H. Grarrow, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re GAME, GAME v. YOUNG. Stirling, J. 11th March and 8th April. 


Wuu—Conerrvuction—Tenant ror Lire anp RemMAINDERMAN—RENTS 
aup Prorrrs—Lanp—Oonversion or LeassHotps—Rvuie 1x Hows ». 
Loxrp Darrmovutns. 


This was a summons raising a question on the construction of the will 
of Wm. Game as to whether the rule in Howe v. Lord Dartmouth applied 
eo as to effect the conversion of certain leaseholds forming part of the 
testator’s residuary estate. By his will the testator directed that the rents 

of his residuary real personal estate should be paid to his wife 
le, and subject thereto he devised it to his nephew for life charged 
payment of certain annuities, and he also conferred a power of 
upon the annuitants. The testator died on the 5th of March, 
his wife on the 29th of July, 1896. The residuary estate 
of five freehold and five leasehold houses. The summons was 
to decide whether the rule in Howe v. Lord Dartmouth (7 Vesey 
applied, and whether the leaseholds ought consequently to be con- 
verted. The direction to pay rents and profits was relied on as an indica- 
tion of the testator’s intention that they should be enjoyed in specie, as 
was also the ame of distress given to the annuitante. 

Srmuma, J.—According to the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Macdonald v. Irvine (26 W. BR. 381; 8 Ch. D. 101), it rests with those who 
assert that the rule ought not to be applied to point out indications of the 
testator’s intention that it should not be applied. The indications relied 
on are, first, the direction that the rents and profits arising from the 
residue of the sag ar rsonalty should be paid to the testator’s wife 
followed by a devise to the testator’s nephew for life 
charged with certain annuities ; and secondly, the power of distress given 
to the annuitants. The first point has arisen repeatedly in cases, and ia 
Harris v. Poyner {1 Dr. 174) we have a clear expression of opinion on the 
part of Kindersley, V.C., that the use of the word ‘‘rents”’ alone in a 
rs A doth cmentien- eee —— bg ae a sufficient-in- 
dication of inten against conversion, though on uage of the will 
in that case he did decide against conversion. Craig v. Wheeler (8 W. R. 
29 L. J. Ch. 374) isto the sameeffect. On the other hand, there were 
three cases before Lord Romilly, Crowe v. Crisford (2 W. R. 


ty 


45,17, Beav. 507), Wearing v..Wearing (6 W. R..Dig. 102, 23 Beay, 99), and 


ht thing that those who have completely discharged their | poin 





Vachell v. Roberts (12 W. R. Dig. 131, 32 Beav. 141), in which a different 
view was ex; . These cases make it difficult to say what the true 
state of the authorities is, and I must use my own judgment. I agree 
with Kindersley, V.C., in t where a testator makes a 
sesldnery devipe inciading, both and leaseholds the use of the 

ar not a 8 t on rt of the 
LeBuU 8 le eholdas ; ed it a 
, the vestate atention that there should be a power 
of distress on the land, but I find no indication of intention that that word 
should refer to the leaseholds, and the freeholds afford ample reason why 
it should have been employed. In my judgment, therefore, neither of the 
circumstances relied on, nor both together, are a sufficient indication of 
intention that the leaseholds should be eujaes in specie.—CounskL, 
Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Theobald; Buckley, Q.C, and H. Terrell; 
Manby. Soxscrrors, Hartcup, Davis, § Cobbold ; Marshall § Co. 

(Beported by J. I. Sriauine, Barrister-at-Law. | 

















Re SAUNDERS, GORE ¢) SAUNDERS. Stirling, J. 8th April. 


SerrLeMENtT—APPorInTMENT OF Stock Surricient ro Raitszs A Net Sum— 
Dory. : 


This was a summons taken out by an appointee undera power in a 
settlement asking for a declaration that he was entitled to receive a sum 
of £2,000 free from deductions. By a settlement in the usual form funds 
were settled upon trusts for the husband and wife during their joint lives 
and after the death of the survivor upon trust for their children as they 
should jointly appoint, and in default of joint appointment as the sur- 
vivor should appoint. The husband died in the lifetime of the wife, and 
the joint power of oupautmnent was never exercised. The wife, as sur- 
vivor, in pursuance of the power, made a series of appointments in favour 
of the plaintiff to the effect that so much of the funds as should be 
sufficient to raise £2,000 should, subject to her life interest, thenceforth 
belong to the plaintiff. 

Srratine, J.—This is an appointment of a sum of stock sufficient to raise 
£2,000. It has been decided in a series of cases that a direction to pay a 
clear legacy and annuity means a legacy of annuity free from legacy duty. 
But those were cases under wills, and this is a case under a settlement. 
Even in the case of a will distinctions have been taken, and it was estab- 
lished in Banks v. Braithwaite (11 W. R. 298, 32 L. J. Ch. 35) that there 
is a difference between a gift of a clear annuity or legacy and the gift of 
a sum of stock sufficient to produce the legacy or the income which would 
be sufficient to pay the annuity. Applying the reasoning of that case 
here, what is given is not a clear sum of £2,000 but stock sufficient to pay 
a clear sum of £2,000, and when that is ascertained the particular sum 
would belong to theappointee. It seews to me that this case is governed 
by Banks v. Braithwaite, and that the gift is not given free of duty, and 
that the appointee has to pay duty.—CounseL, Medd; Godefroi ; Peck ; 
Peterson. tictrors, Valpy, Chaplin, ¢ Peckham; Witham, Roskell, 
Munster, § Weld; Hasties. 

[Reported by J. I. Srinuine, Barrister-at-Law. } 
VISCOUNT HILL v. BULLOCK. Kekewich, J. 23rd and 24th March, 
and 6th April. 


Frxturngrs—Natvrat History Muszum—Mansion Hovse—Serriep Pro- 
PERTY—TENANT FOR Lire AND TrusTEE IN Bankruptcy or Lats 
Owner. 


This was an action by the present Viscount Hill, the tenant for life, and 
his surviving trustee for an injunction restraining the defendant, who was 
the trustee in bankruptcy of the late Viscount Hill, from removing or 
causing to be removed from the mansion-house called Hawkstone, in the 
county of Salop, any pictures or other chattels fixed to the walls or floors 
of the said house, or other fixtures therein, or any heirlooms or settled 
chattels. The defendant claimed the following articles as being the pro- 
perty of the late viscount—namely, the fixed cases, together with the birds 
and animals and other objects of art and natural history, contained in the 
rooms called the ‘‘ Bird ,”’ and also the picture-rods and stair-rods 
fitted by rings or brackets to the stairs or walls, and the fixed tables and 
other furniture and decorative objects in the hall, &c. At the trial of the 
action the point at issue was mainly confined t» the question whether the 
birds and animals were fixtures or not. It was admitted that the cases, 
which were fixed to the freehold, did not pass to the defendant. The birds 


‘and animals were of considerable value, and were mounted in the usual 


manner, some also attached to imitation rock work or branches fitting 
inside the cases, others not fastened in any way. The details of the 
character and arrangement of the museum and its contents fully appear 
in the judgment. During the arguments of counsel the following cases 
were cited: Lawton v. Lawton (3 Atk. 12), Lord Dudley v. Lord Warde (1 
Ambl. 112), D’ Eyncourt v. Gregory (15 W. R. 186, L. R. 3 Eq. 382), Norton 
v. Dashwood (44 W. R. 680; 1896, 2 Ch. 497), Bulkeley v. Lyne Stephens 
(11 T. L. B. 564), Holland v. Hodson (L. R. 7 C. P. 328), Hobson v. Gorringe 
(45 W. R. 356 ; 1897, 1 Ch. 182), Bz parte Astbury (17 W. R. 997, L. R. 4 
Ch. App. 630). 

Kexewicu, J.—It is conceded that all the articles in question belong to 
the defendant as trustee in bankruptcy of the late Viscount Hill, —_ 
and so far as they can be treated as in fact, or in the eye of the 
law annexed to the mansion-house of Hawkstone, of which the present 
Viscount Hill is now tenant for life in on. In the course of the 
argument counsel for the defendant voluntarily abandoned his claim to 
certain tables which had been removed, but not sold, and which were 
alleged to have been fixed to the walls of the apartments in which they 
stood in order to complete the of those apartments. On the other 
hand it was practically, if not nominally, admitted by the plaintiff that 
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all such such as glasses, as are generally Se fae 
chattels and ih can be removed without injury to the passed 
to the defendant, and accordingly no more need be said about 
There was a contest to the last about a royal uniform, generally descri 
as ‘‘the trophy,’’ which was fixed to a case hung on the wall. 
having been not only removed but sold, the defendant was not 
to restore it, and I think he cannot be made liable for it. 
that ‘‘ the trophy ” falls within the class of personal 
tioned. There remains to be considered the question w’ 
which of the contents of the museum belong to the de’ t, or must be 
treated as part of the freehold. These contents consist of a collection of 
stuffed birds made with some care, and catalogued. Counsel for the 
defendant from the first admitted that he could not remove the cases, 
which are of solid manufacture, and are securely fixed to the walls in such 
a manner that they undoubtedly form part of the room in which they 
stand. This, of course, does not pros ee laintiff, whose position 
was neatly and forcibly stated on his lf Mr. James in ly, 
when he said, ‘‘I want neither cases morybirds, but cases of birds” 
The birds are fixed as such things usually are, on t or pieces of imitia- 
tion rockwork, which in their turn are fixed on wooden trays fitted into 
the metal cases. There is really no difficulty in removing these w 
trays, nor really would there be any difficulty in leaving the trays and 
removing the birds, so that they could be fixed in a similar or t 
manner elsewhere. It seems to me that the contents of the cases must be 
regarded as moveable personal chattels, unless they can be brought within 
some exception to the general law r fixtures. In fact, 
the argument on behalf of the plaintiff depen entirely on the applica- 
tion to the circumstances of this case of the decision of Romilly in 
D’ Eyncourt v. Gregory. It must be retiiembered, however, that the 
question in that case arose on a will by which the testator, who was tenant 
for life of settled estates and owner in fee of other estates, endeavoured 
by the doctrine of election to force both into one settlement, and to com- 
prise in it the decorative contents added by himself to a mansion-house 
forming ng of the settled estates. The key to the decision isfound in 3 
passage in Lord Romilly’s judgment commencing at the bottom of page 
393: ‘‘ In the first place I think it is obvious that the testator by the 
shifting clause meant to coerce as powerfully as he could the tenant in 
tail in possession of the settled estates, andto induce him to re-settle 
those estates, and in the event of his 1efusing to do so, the testator intended 
to take away from him every article of property he could.” The rest of 
the judgment, so far as it concerns the present case, must be read with 
reference to that passage. Having that in view, Lord Romilly says on 
page 396: ‘‘I think it does not depend on whether any cement is used 
for fixing these articles or whether they rest by their own weight; but 
upon this, whether they are strictly and properly part of the architectural 
design for the hall and staircase itself and put in there as such, as dis- 
ed from mere ornaments to be afterwards added.’’ And a little 
lower down he admits the distinction which he endeavoured to make to be 
extremely thin and difficult of application. Ido not think that any of 
the other authorities cited directly bear on the } -y-< before me, and there 
is no advantage in further alluding to them. ’Eyncourt v. Gregory 
been cited and followed in two recent cases. In the first of these, 
Bulkeley v. Lyne Stephens, Stirling, J., applied Lord Romilly’s 
principle to circumstances which, in his judgment, b: ht that case 
within it. He upheld the report of a referee who had found that certain 
statues and other things specified formed part of the original design of 
the mansion-house, and in that sense were annexed to the freehold. In 
the second, Norton v. Dashwood, Chitty, J., followed D’ Eyncowurt v. 
Gregory, and held that tapestry as a under a devise of the 
mansion-houee, but, as I understand the judgment, becaure the tapestry 
was physically annexed and not by reason of any architectural e 
Here I havea case quite different in detail from Bulkeley v. Lyne 
and, though not failing to note that the principle was there ap 
not find in Stirling, J.’s, — 
determine the limits uf its applic . 
cases are emptied of their contents the character of the museum 
entirely altered. In truth it will cease to be a museum and will be con- 
verted into a room which may become a museum again, and in which some 
extensive and useful preparations have already been made towards that 
end. Until the cases have been again stored with their appro con- 
tents, they not only answer no useful purpose but may well 
as an eyesore. Yet I think the architectural design of the museum must 
be restricted to the preparations just mentioned, and cannot properly be 
extended to the collection in view of which these preparatious 
originally made. The contents of any particular case cannot be regarded 
as permanent, and in fact it appears that, as was natural, additions have 
from time to time been made to the musuem, so that now, although still 
comprising those originally placed there, it also comprises others intended 
to make the collection more perfect. So faras I know, thesé additions 
have not introduced any variations into the original arrangement, but suc- 
ceasive owners of the mansion-house might from time to time make 
variations, and I should rather suppose that some would be occasionall, 
required to maintain the scientific order of the collection. 
come to the conclusion that the contents of the cases cannot be 
as falling within the principle stated by Lord Romill 
that they are not annexed to the mansion-house, but 
ant. If this view be sound, it follows that the many 
character to the contents of the cases, which are to be found in the museum 
placed where the convenience of the moment or the taste 
dictated, also belong to the defendant. As all these 
of the plaintiff is weaker than as the contents 
about which only I have entertained any serious doubt.—Oounsai, 
shaw, Q.0., Christopher James, and H. J. Rowlands ; P. 0.: Lawrence, Q.C. 


ooden | state to his widow for life or widowhood, 


I therefore | the Oro 





Stibbard, Gibson, @ Co., for Rowlands 
; Pritchard, Englefield, $ Co., for E. Bygott, Wem. 
(Reported by R. J. A. Monaisox, Barrister-at-Law.]} 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. FAIRLEY AND OTHERS. Div. Court 


Intanp Revenus—Serriement Estates Dury-Serriement or Proprsaty 
By Wiut—Serriement or Part, Contincent Serriement or Resrpuz 
—Frvance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30), s. 5 (1). 


Information filed by the Attorney-General the defendants, 
raising a question as to settlement estate duty section 5 (1) of the 
Finance Act, 1894. The defendants were the executors and trustees of 
the will of John Fairley, deceased, and by the will, w 
14th of June, 1894, the testator, after appoin 
(the present defendants) his executors, and 


residuary estate, gave to each of his two 
annuity of,£70 for life, and he directed 
continuation of annuities of like amounts 
the annuitants in return and satisfaction for 
him, and the testator devised and bequeathed 
estate not thereby otherwise disposed of to 
sale and conversion into m 


Bg is 
: Bere E 


BE 


securi 
residuary trust moneys or 
wife during her life if 
if she should marry 
marriage in trust out cf 
during her life an annuity of £50, 
in trust for all his, the testator’s, children who, 
the age of twenty-one years, 0 
or marry under that age in 
such child the whole to be 
trustees should retain the share of each of h 
trust funds upon trust to pay the income thereof 
life for her sole and Be ores use without 
coverfure, and from after 
eame daughter, or any of them,.or 
should by deed or will eppoiat, and in de 
trust for the children the same daugb 
attain the age of twenty-one, or, being femal 
marry, in equal shares, and in case there should 
same daughter, then upon such trusts as 
by deed, when not under coverture, or by 
such appointment in trust for the 

— attain the of a or, being daughters, 
attain that age or marry, shares, 
to be subject to the tenets decineedl ae 06 thal 
that if any child should die in the testator’s 
children who should survive the testator, and, being a son, should attain 
the age of twenty-one years, o, Sas a ter, should attain that age 
or under that age, such or should take the share 
which his or their t would have taken. The testator died 
November, 1895, and his will was proved at the Manchester District 

'y in December, 1895, by the defendants, when estate duty 
paid at £4 10s. per cent. a net estate of £33, 


testator left 
two sons and one daughter, 


ee 
sce 
see 


a4 
Ait 


— namely, 
the testator’s death all under the 
annuitants were also living. 
called upon the defendants to pa 
(1) of the Finance Act, 1894, on 
estate, including any fund set 
dants refused to pay settlement 
of the residuary estate. Section 
Vict. c. 30) provides : ‘‘ Where 
pomp . *iopeal by the will ee 
some other » Passes under 
the deceased to some person not t 
a further estate duty (called settlement 
value of the se property shall 
8 ed, except where the 
th of the deceased is that of a wife or husband o 

(6) d the.continuance of the settlement the 
shall not be payable more than once.”’ 

Tur Oovar (Vavenan Wititams and Kexnepy, JJ.) gave 
wn. 

Vavenan Wits, J.—In my judgment the settleme 
imposed by the 5th section is a duty 
property which is settled, and not on the 
estate is settled. That is the first conclusion I 


estate 
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estates in remainder excludes the defendant from the benefit of the excep- ye i ET a 
tion in eection 5. And, lastly, I think that an absolute settlement of a GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR. 
part of an estate (in this case we have it in the danghter’s third), together | _ The annual general meeting of the Bar will be held in the Old Dining 
with a contingent settlement of the residue—that is, of the two-thirds in | Hall of Lincoln’s-inn, on Tuesday, the 4th of May, 1897, at 4.15 o’clock. 
this case given to the brothers—constitutes for the purpose of the Finance | Notice of any resolution to be propored at the annual general meeting 


Act a settlement of the whole estate. 


Kzxnepy, J.—I concur entirely in that view of the Act. I shall merely 
state the last proposition—namely, ‘that the settlement of a part of an 
estate, such as the daughter’s third, coupled with a contingent settlement 
of the residue of the estate—namely, the brothers’ two-thirds ought to be 
treated for the purpose of this Act as constituting a settlement of the 
whole estate.— Counsrt, The Solicitor-General and Vaughan Hawkins ; 
arrington, Q.O., and Dibdin. Soxicrrors, The Solicitor of Inland Revenue ; 
Hewitt ¢ Urquhart, for Doyle § Bowden, Manchester. 

[Reported by Sir Suznstow Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.] 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED: LAW SOCIETY. 


In purruance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
meeting, held on the 15th of July, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the 
society should be held in January and April, a special general meeting of 
the members of the society will be held in the hall of the society on 
Friday, the 30th inst., at two o’clock precisely, to consider the subjects 


hereinafter mentioned, and of which notice has been duly given. 


Socrat. Fuwertons. 


Mr. Harvey Currron will move: ‘“‘ That it is desirable that the presi- 
dent and council should endeavour t promote the popularity, and 
indirectly increase the influence, of the society in a social way. by annual 
presidential receptions, and other odical inexpensive social functions 
ae any member of the society might participate, if he cared to 

lo 80. 
Avprence or Soricrrons iy THE Hicu Covrr. 

Mr. Cuarzes Forp will move : ‘‘ That it be an instruction to the council 
of the society to consider the desirableness of drawing up and of submit- 
ting to the next general annual meeting a memorandum showing in what 
matters—if any—it is in the interest of suitors in her Majesty’s High 
Court of Justice, that solicitors of the Supreme Court should have a right 
of audience in the High Court, and upon what conditions, if any; and 
what special annual registration fees—if any—should be paid to the 
Incorporated Law Society by solicitors desiring to make use of such a 
right, if granted.” 
Lone Vacation. 

Mr. Cuarzs Forp will also move : ‘‘ That in the opinion of this meet- 
ing, all chamber work arising out of proceedings instituted in the High 
Court of Justice prior to the commencement of the Long Vacation, ought 
to be regarded as Vacation business, which chamber work, if not pro- 
ceeded with during the Long Vacation, would or might in the opinion of 
a judge at chambers, involve substantial hardship or a denial of justice tc 
any party to such proceedings so instituted prior to the commencement 
of such g Vacation.”’ 





VICTORIA PENSION FUND. 
The following is an additional list of subscriptions up to the 21st April. 
£ 


s. d. 
Amount previously acknowledged. > ‘ . : -4,273 19 0 
Bockett, Stunt, & Nash, 60, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. . . 110 
Dickson, Archer, & Thorp, Alnwick s ; . - 8 3°0 
Hi. E. Aston, 71, Edgware-road, W. : . . : : zk @ 
Baileys, Shaw, & Gillett, 5, Berners-street, W. , , — VF 
Frederick Morgan (Saxton & Morgan). 29, Somerset-street, W. 21 0 0 
Alfred Jonas, 3, Old Serjeants’-inn, W.C. ‘ . > « Bee 
T. H. E. Foord, 15. Philpot-lane, E.0. P 3 3 0 
C. E. Jones, 2. St. Mildred’s-court, E.C, 5210 0 
Wm. Hale, 2. St. Mildred’s-court, E C. 1515 0 
8. E. Jones, 2, St. Mildred’s-court, E.C. 1010 0 
B. J. Maycock, Birmingham . , i ‘ is < 
V. J. Chamberlain, 48, Finsbury-equare, E.C. ee 
Smith & Bostock, Derby . ‘ “ ‘ ‘ ‘ : 5 5 0 
W. A. Blaxland, London County Council, Spring- gardens 5 5 0 
W. H. Crowder, 51, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. ‘ ‘ 5 5 0 
Alfred Slater, 70, Finsbury-pavement, E.C. eS 
Wra &Co., Birmingham . Pa ‘ . . 1010 0 
= We Devenp, Oxford . 220 
C. E. Rutter, Wincanton ; re 
A. T. Mutlow, Bristol . F , 3.8 
H. Warren, 32, Bedford-row, W.C. 220 
F. C. Warren, 32, Bedford-row. W C. 220 
Blunt & Co., 95, Gresham-street, E.C. . 25 0 0 
Wilfred Godden, 34, Old Jewry, E.C. . . 7, ‘ 5 5 0 
Devonshire & Co., 1, Frederi: k’s-place, Old Jewry, E.C. 1010 0 
Whites & Co.. 28, Budge-row, Cannon-street, E.C. - 1010 0 
©. G. Boxall (Boxel! & Boxall). 22, ae W.0. 26 5 0 
Burne & Wykes, 1, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. .  . 1010 0 





£4,539 19 O| heisa magistrate 


must be given in writing to the secretary of the council not later than 
seven clear days before the day of meeting. 

The following are extracts from the annual statement (1896-7) issued by 
the General Council of the Bar : 

Matters Relating to Professional Conduct and Etiquette.—The attention of 
the council has during the year been drawn to very numerous 
matters relating to professional conduct and etiquette, and the council 
has taken such in reference thereto as upon consideration appeared 
advieable. The following are among such matters : 

in the Times 


(1) Retainer, Rule 21.—Owing to a letter which appeared 
newspaper, signed “‘ An Unwilling Litigant,’’ the attention of the council 
was directed to the true meaning and construction of rule 21 of the rules 
regulating the practice aguto retainers of counsel, which is as follows: 
**21. No counsel can be’ required to accept a retainer or brief, or to advise 
or draw pleadings in any case where he has previously advised another 
party on or in connection with the case, and he ought not to do so in any 
case in which he would be embarrassed in the discharge of his duty by 
reason of confidence reposed in him by the other party, or in which his 
acceptance of a retainer or brief, or instructions to draw pleadings or 
advise would be inconsistent with the obligation of any retainer held by 
him, and in any such case it is the duty of the couneel to refuse to ay 
such retainer or brief, or to advise or to draw pleadings, and in case he 
has received such retainer or brief inadvertently, to return the same.”’ 
The complaint was investigated by the council, who were satisfied on the 
cust of the counsel that there was no ground of complaint. 

The council were of opinion, however, that counsel should act in 
accordance with the spirit of this rule rather than its letter, and that in 
cases in which counsel is aware that confidence has been reposedin him 
by someone not his client, but who has been aasisting his client with 
information, counsel should not afterwards act against that person in any 
matter to which the information so given would be material. There can, 
however, be no such duty towards a person who has not been the client of 
the counsel, unless the fact of confidence haying been so reposed is clearly 
made known to the counsel. 

(2) Opinions, ¢c.—Complaints having been made to the council with 
regard to the practice of certain re ——— the names of 
counsel in connection with opinions printed in their columns the council 
made representations as to the matiers complained of, and are glad to 
state that in each case immediate effect was given to the expression of the 
council’s opinion, and alterations at once made with a view to meeting 
the wishes of the council. 

(3) Clerks to Public Bodiee—The council observing that it appeared to be 
becoming common for persons occupying the position of clerks to boards 
of guardians, town clerks, and others to be called to the bar and to 
practise thereat whilst continuing to hold such offices, and considering 
that such a custom was likely to lead to inconvenience and mischief, 
resolved: “‘ That a barrister holding the office of town clerk, clerk to 

, or any similar public body, ought not to practise at the bar,— 
and that it is undesirable that a person holding any such office should be 
called to the bar.’’ A copy of this resolution was sent to the Masters of 
the Bench of each Inn of Court, and the council understand that the 
matter has been referred to, and is engaging the attention of the standing 
joint committee on the duties and discipline of the bir, with a view to the 
amendment of the consolidated regulations. 

(4) Quarter Sessions.—A barrister having asked the opinion of the Bar 
Council as to his right within two years of his call to the bar to holda 
brief at: a sessions on a circuit which he had not Pn joined, but intended 
to join, the council were of opinion thata gentleman recently called to 
the bar who has not joined a circuit, but who has a bond fide intention of 
joining any particular circuit upon the a opportunity wlich 
the rules of that circuit permit, may attend ons held upon such circuit 
and tt briefs thereat before he shall have actually been elected a 
member of that circuit. 

(5) Collective Fees.—A barrister baving asked the council whether at 
Brewster sessions it is allowable to accept a brief from a solicitor to oppose 
a number of applications for new licenses, or whether there must be a 
separate brief and fee for each opposed application, the council replied 
that in their opinion it is not allowable for counsel to accept a collective 
brief from a solicitor to oppore a number of applications for new licenses 
made by different applicants, but that counsel must have a separate brief 
marked with a separate fee to oppose the application cr applications of 
each separate app t. 

(6) Re A Barrister, a Justice of the Peace, Practising at Assizes and Sessions.— 
(a) A junior of a circuit having asked the opinion of the council as to 
whether a barrister ought to practise in the Crown Court at the assizes for 
a county for which (1) he is an acting magistrate; (2) he is an 
magistrate and or ony a og of quarter sessions. The council r-pl 
that they knew of no rule of the profession to prevent a barrister holdi 
euch a position from so practising, but that there are many cases in wh 
it is undesirable that he should do so ; as, for instance, it would be objec- 
tionable for a magistrate to appear as counsel in a case when the prisoner 
had been committed for trial at the petty eeesions where such magistrate 
is in the habit of sitting. 





(wn) A barrister, the chairman of a district council, and therefore ez- 
officio a trate for the county in which the district council is, desired 
to know whether by reason of being a te for the time being for 
the county he is precluded by the rules of the bar during the time that 

from practising before the quarter or petty sessions of 
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such county, and further he asked whether upon ceasing to be a m 
trate he will be able to practise before the bench on which he 
previously eat as a magistrate? The council were of opinion that there is 
a generally understood rule of the profession that a barrister should not 
practise either at-petty or quarter sessions in the county of which he is a 
magistrate, but that after he has ceased to be a magistrate he is no longer 
precluded from so practising. 

(7) Fees, $c.—A barrister, a member of the house committee of a private 
hospital, the affairs of which are by governors and the houre 
committee, requested the opinion of the council as to whether he was 
entitled to take fees—(1) for advising the hospital through their solicitor 
as to their position in certain matters ; (2) in litigious business. The 
council were of opinion that the mere fact. of his we | a member of the 
house committee of the hospital in question should not prevent his 
advising or holding a brief for the hospital, vided he is instructed on 
the usual and proper professional terms in cases in which his own actions 
as a member of the committee are not in question ; and, further, that he is 
entitled to take fees both for advice and Jitigious business. 

(8) Refreshers.—The question having been referred to the council as to 
whether there is any rule of proportion between refreshers paid to | 
and to junior counsel, the council were of opinion that the rules set forth in 
the report of the 9th of May, 1890, on counsel’s fees applied to refreshers 
equally with brief fees, and ape gy that a junior counsel is entitled 
to a refresher fee of two-thirds of the refresher received by the leader. 

(9) Retainer Rule 20 (County Courts).—The council having been asked 
whether rule 20 of the Rules as to Retainers of Counsel applied to the 
following cases: (1) An action remitted to the county court ix which 
counsel has drawn pleadings or advised (?)p(2) a county court action in 
which counsel has advised (?)—were of opinion that rule 20 does apply to 
such cases, and that in such cases counsel who has drawn pl or 
advised is entitled to a brief at the trial of the action in the county court 
if counsel is e d. 

(10) Re The Btiquette of Counsel acting for or advising clients without the 
intervention of a Solicitor.—A barrister requested the opinion of the council 
as to whether there was any objection to his advising from time to time a 
business firm in non-contentious matters without the intervention of their 
solicitors ; and further, assuming that there is no such objection, he asked 
what is the proper method in which to charge for such advice? whether 
by asking a separate fee on each occasion, or by accepting an annual 
payment to cover all such advice? The council replied—(1) that 
although there is no rule of the profession against a barrister giving his 
opinion in non-contentious matters without the intervention of a solicitor, 
yet the council consider that it is an undesirable practice to introduce ; 
and (2) that if the barrister should so give his opinion, and should take 
fees therefor, such fees must be marked and _ in the usual way and 
= the ordinary ecale, and not by way of any annual payment or 

ary. 

County Court Judges and Recorderships,-During the year the council 
resolved : (1) *‘ That it is desirable that there should be a uniform rule 
either compelling recorders to resign, or permitting them to hold their 
recorderships on being appointed county court judges,” and (2) ‘‘ That it 
is desirable that county court judges should resign their recorderships 
upon their appointment to the county court bench.”’ 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. W. W. A prince, whose death took place on the 9th inst. at hie 
residence, 58, Canfield-gardens, West Hampstead, in his eightieth year, 
was for many years a very familiar figure in legal circles. Admitted a 
solicitor as far back as 1844, he was still«practising at the time of his 
death, so that his professional experience extended over a period of more 
than half a century. He was the senior partner of the firm of Aldridge, 
Thorn, & Bromley, of 31, Bedford-row, but at the time of his death the 
business was being carried on under the name of Aldridge, Thorn, & 
Sherrington. It was probably, however, in his capacity as official solicitor 
to the London Court of Bankruptcy that he was more erally known 
to the public. To this post he was appointed by Lord Westbury soon 
after the passing of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, and he continued to hold 
it till the Act of 1883 came into operation, when he was appointed legal 
adviser to the Official Receiver under that Act. About five or six years 
ago Mr. Aldridge severed his connection with the bankruptcy department, 
and retired on a pension after some thirty years of service. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Epwarp Rivzey, Q.C., who has been appointed a Judge of the High 
Court in the place of Mr. Justice Charles, resigned, is a brother of Sir 
Matthew White Ridley, M.P., the HomeSecretary. He was born in 1843, 
and was educated at Harrow and at Corpus Christi College, Oxford, 
where he graduated B.A., taking a first class in the final classical school 
in 1866, and was afterwards elected « Fellow of All Souls. He was called 
tothe bar »t the Inner Temple iu 1868. He sat in Parliament from 
1878 to 1880, as Conservative member for South Northumberland. In 
1886 he received the appointment of Official Referee of the Supreme Court 
of Judicature, and in 1892 he took ‘** silk.”’ Mr. Justice Ridley published 
last yeara translation of Lucan. He married in 1882 Alice, daughter of 
the late Colonel William Bromley-Davenport, M.P. 

Mr. Epwarp James Pottock has been appointed ove of the Official 
Referees of the Supreme Court in succession to Mr. Ridley, QO. Mr, 
Pollock is the youngest son of the late Chief Baron Pollock and brother of 





the present Baron Pollock, 
He was called to the bar at the ; 
a member of the South-Eastern Circuit. 


Mr. Epwarp Eyre 


1st of February, 1841. 
November, 1872, and is 
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Greenwells, & Oo. 36, London, and 6, Mandeville-place, 
Marylebone), bas been appointed Clerk to the Justices of the Peace of the 
8t. lebone Division of . County of London, in succession to his 


father, the late Mr. Walpole 
for forty-five years. Mr. Edward Ey grandfather 

the appointment from the year 1813 to 1838. Mr. Edward Eyre - 
well also been appointed Clerk to the Commissioners for Land and 


Income Taxes for the St. 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Drsso.vurion. 


G. C. Downtnc, J. Jusr Hanpcock, and F. A. Houtman, solicitors 
(Downing, Holman, & Co), of 50 and 51, Lime-street, London, E.C. 
March 31. (Gazette, April 16. 





GENERAL. 


The Press Association states that a civil action has been commenced in 
the Queen’s Bench Division of'the High Court of Justice against the 
Kempton Park Racecourse . The company has resolved to 
defend this action throughout. 3 will have the effect of so raising the 
issues of law upon which the recent judgment in the action Hawke v. Dunn 
was based, that a review of that decision on the effect of the statute 16 
& 17 Vict. c. 119 (*‘ An Act for the Suppression of Betting Houses’’) will 
be secured, should it become necessary, before the hest Court of 


Appeal. 
e following are the arrangements made by the judges for hearing 
robate and matrimonial causes during the ensuing Easter sittings: 
Pndetended matrimonial will be taken «n Tuesday, Wednesday, 
and Thursday, the 27th, 28th, and 29th of ~ er Special jury causes 
wi'l be proceeded with from Friday, the 30th of April, to Thursday, the 
13th of May, inclusive. Probate and matrimonial ury causes will 
form one list, and be taken in the order in w they are set down. 
Probate and defended matrimonial causes fur hearing before the court 
itself will be taken after Thursday, the 29th of April, in Probate Court 
II. when Admiralty cases are not fixed, and in Court [. after the special 
juries are finished. These cases will form one list. Common jury cases 
will be taken on and after Friday, the 2let of May, and will form one 
list. Divisional courts will be formed to sit on Tuesdays, the 4th of May 
and the lst of June. Supplemental lists will be published from time io 
time during the sittings, an@three days’ notice will be given when such 
lists will be proceeded with. Summonses before the —< be heard 
at 11 o’clock, and motions will be heard in court at 12 o’clock on Monday, 
the 3rd of May, and on every succeeding Monday during the sitting s. 
Tenders for the purchase of the pro) in the hands of 
the Portsea Island Building have been forwarded to Lord Mac- 
naghten, the hon. arbitrator, and on the realization of the property the 
last dividend will be paid and the society will be closed. On the 14th of 
December, 1891, the society, which did a banking business and financed 
several a Sn — liabilities — —— For some 
time there was t ’ protracted gation, but was avoided 
by the pening ef'e anak aie a Parliament, under which Lord 
Macnaghten became the hon. arbitrator, assisted by a local committee. 
The Act placed shareholders and depositors on an equal footing so far as 
dividends were concerned, ahd this met the test difficulty that the 
liquidators had to encounter. It required £40,000 to pay 1s. dividend 
and in the process of winding up dividends amounting to 9s in the pound 
have been paid. At the present moment the cash in the bank amounts to 
over £20,000, and this amount is equalled by the tenders for the remain- 
ing property, so that as soon as this is sold arrangements will be made for 
the payment of a final dividend of 1s. in the pound, a total of 
£400,000 that has been recovered from the wreck of the After 
the payment of the final dividend there will be a balance left to wind up 
the litigation that is still pending. 





WARNING TO INTENDING — the Beaeeny AND eee By = 
chasing or renting a house, have Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Mesers. Carter 
Bros , 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established 21 -years.)—[Apvr. ] 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or Reoistaarns in ATTENDANCE ON 





Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norrs. Sriauive. 
Mr. Carrington Me. Lavie 
Jackson 
Lavie 
Jackson 
Lavie 
Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Romzs. Byase. 
Mr. Rolt Mr. Ward 
Rolt Ward 
Bolt Ward 
Godfrey 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING bh me oO 
April 26,—Mesars. Fostsn, at the Mart at 1.30 p.m., \d Residence in South Ken- 
—~ eh pee Janson, Cobb, fw ye Co., London. (See advertise- 
ment, this week, p. 4.) 
ADrilesden, Exyxest Owens, at the Mart at 2 p.m. eS ee 
oo Hampstead, Wood and Putney. (See ad 


7 
is. ts April 1, Bt), Fox & Bovsriz.p, at the Mart at 2 p.m., Freehold Ground- 
"fete amoung fo £326 annum, secured upon property in Islington. (See adver- 


eas 30.—Mr. _ + oy on Feaxcis, at > —" at ue ha = Leasehold Investments 
Southfield, Wandsworth, and G Solicitors, Messrs. Mead & 


Leasehold Houses at Lambeth. Solicitors, Messrs. W & Sons, London. 
Leasehold Property at Cheleea. Solicitors, Mesars. Beatie London (see advertise- 
ments, April 10, p. 3). 
RESULT OF SALE. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranviecp held their usual fortnightly Sale (No. 593) at the 
— E.C., ye 3 the totab of the sale amounting to £3,485. The following were 


To Em real — a 141 Railway Stocks ... B ... Sold £670 
To one-third of om 1,625 
To ao oy 7,000 ) London and North-Western Railway 
. ” 1,625 
To one-eighth of a Lite Policy fa nd £1,000, with profits. a 220 
To one-seventh of £1,800 ee a 105 
To one-seventh of £1,000 sie = one » 110 
To one-seventh valued at £2,945 ads aii ra 195 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE: 
Two for £1, ok life 46 ... a pam “ Fa ee a 250 
Sd eg vee oe we ous cos ove ane 9° 210 
ie se. est Te att hans 7) Sar adghny, Ga? dang} Deg 210 
SHARES. t 
Rhea Fibre Treatment Co., Limited .. Pas had a a” site ~ 
WINDING UP NOTICES. 
sette.—Farpay, A 
JOINT fT STOCK COM aNIES. 
envi. Dies Maen a ding ted April 
AustTaauian Jor jrock Bawk, Limitep— lor win up, presen 14 
directed to be heard on April 28 Slaughter & May, 18, Austinfrare olor arn 
Wetiee of a - must reach the above- ister than € ¢dnk in ee 
noon of A 


Avow Vaue Coturery Co, Kurume Coston ou sequined, on or before May 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and th » gets their debts or claims, to Mr David 
Hugh Francis, 129, Bute st, Cardiff ee Soe solors to the liquidator 

ae or Syrra, ‘Liurrey—Petn for vy my up, presented April 14, directed to be heard 

1 Wednesday, April =. Carlisle Go, 8, New she Linculn’s inn, solors for the petner 
Notice of appearing m ust reach the not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of April 27 

Cavcevontay Mrverat Ort Co, Luarrep (in een rene [eens are required, on or 
before May 10, to to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Thomas Bennet Clark and Alexander James Macdonald, 64, Queen st, Edin- 

| burgh Francis & Johnson, 26, AAustinfriars, lore for the liquidator 
Masare Securities CorporaTiox, per soumect, on. or before May 31, 
to send their names and addresses, and o pasliocians of their debts or claims, to Sir 
rae le a and Sir ‘Hoary 8 Gepmeur King, 3, Crosby sq Paines & Co, 8t 

elen’s ors 

River Cray Launpry goo (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Thursday, May 13, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or to Henry William Francis and David Taylor Corke, 35, Queen 
Victoria st Jenkins & Co, Fenchurch 4 for the Jr) npeny 

Satvation Aruy Bortpine Assocta tion, mitep—Creditors are oon uired, on or before 
May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

Messrs Kitchin & Hardin, London Bridge House Snell & Co, George st, Mansion 
House, solors for the ——— 

Sourn Bracu Lanp anp Burtpine Corporation, Liuirep—Creditors are uired, on or 
par nee = 81, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Mr Frederick John W , Chester Mitchell, Leadenhall nt, agent for 
Willocok & Taylor, Wolverhampton, to the liquidator 

THuameEs coved te Sreau Cangrese Co, Laurene—Ureditons ave req aes on — 
_ eir names + ebte or 
. to" Witla 8, Cross lane, Eastcheap. West & Co, 66, Cannon st, solors to 

iquidator 


Wiacstow Execrraican anp Enoingzaine Co, Limitep—Credit 
before May 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of Norge debts or 
claims, to Arthur Boud Wykes, 24. Friar lane, a ond 

Wiiiam Anprews, Lamirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the s of ir or to Messrs William 
Andrews and Sidney Howard Hossell, Hatherton chmbrs, Old sq, irmingham, Snow 
& Atkins, Birmingham, solors for li uidators. The above notice connection 
with the sale of the un rae of the above company to the Sanspareil Cycle Co, 


Limited 
: FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
FramsteaD Beyerit Society, Pasig Room, Flamstead, Dunstable, Hertford March 31 
— Uxsripes Fareypiy Benerit Society, 8t Catherine’s oy Soe need Uxbridge 
st, 7 
Porta Mutuat Loan at pevequaans ~ Elephant and Castle Inn, New Town, 
orcester 


Dudley Wood, 
ee Game -) SER April 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANI&S. 
Limirep 1x Cuaxorry. 

Bovurnemouts Corres Tavern Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 14, 
to send their names and addresses, und the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Edward Bicker, Richmond chbrs, Bournemouth 

a ConsOLIDATED, Lnarro—Petn for winter ng up will be heard on Wednes- 
day, A 26. Mackrell & Ward, 1, Walbrook, ors for oa. Notice ¢ 

afternoon 





ap! g must reach the above-named not later Than 6 eles i tee 
il 27 
Satvation Aruy poses AssocIATiox, Lamese Coste one required, on or before 
and addresses, and the pastioutons of their debts or Gedaall 


May 31, to send their names @ 
to Messrs Kitchin and Harding, » London Bridge House. Snell & Co, 1 and 2, George 


st, Mansion House, 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Sran or THe West or THe Easter» Star Provipent Association, Lady of the Lake 
Inn, Carlton Colville, Lowestoft, Suffolk. April 7 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaxtte. ee March 26. 
Corrox, Cxanuss, Harrow rd, Pawnbroker April 28 Buckell v Cotton, Romer, J Atten- 
borough & Son, Hl Ely pl 
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London Gasette.—Tunspar, March 80. 


0 z) 


Loeax, 


Locaw, Ascot, Berks! April 29 Logan v Logan, Roemer, J Druces & Attlee, 


Lo“, it teen ee Sonia vapor atic May 6 . Stokes .Stokes, 


London Gaszette.—Faivay, April 2. 


Gannaes, Witu14m Herey, eee geen ——_ Australia 
the Master Darrell, B 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES 
London Gasetie.— Fuivay, April 16. 
ABRAHAMS, a st eee Court Pet March 26 
BRA > " 
Ord April 12 


Acrox, Ricuarp Luxoyp, 1. House Farm, Salop, 
Farmer Kidderminster Ceriide Innkomee Ord Apel 18" 


Aspix, Ricnarp vaguengme Car! Carlisle | 
Pet March rd April 12 | 
BAnyYARD, nl a Norfolk Norwich Pet 


April 12 Ord April 12 


Bessinctox, Peres, we Cheshire, Engineer 
Salford Pet April 1 April 12 


BiakemaN, Henry, Har Staffs, Compositor Bir- 
Pet April 14 Ord _- 
Buss, Epwarp James, Chatham, Grocer Rochester Pet 


April 12 ae 12 
a a Saddler Cardiff Pet April 12 Ord 
Bove, THEODOR a. Waltham, Lincs, Ship Chandler 
Gt Grimsby Pet April7 Ord A pril 10 


BRaDBURNE, ce. and Samve. ann Wolverton, 
Noel's” Farmers Birmingham Pet April 2 Ord 


Brapsury, Wititam, Warrington Warrington Pet April 
Ord April 12 


12 
Bruce, Witt1am Gora, Norfolk, Corn Factor King’s 


Lynn Pet Aprili4 Ord A Apr 14 
Bryant, Henry, id, Glos, Grocer Bristol Pet 
April 14 Ord April 1 14 
Saints, Lincs, Grocer Boston 


Cuapman, Freperick 
April 12 Ord Ap April 12 
1LL1aM Coomsps, Hackney, a Victualler 
— eg Pet Aprill Ord April & Oe = 
HEN, RKS, Stepney, Confectioner urt et 
March 24 Ord April 12 Bi 
—, A yee fe New Broad st High Court Pet March 
Ap 
Corron, Ricnarp, Pocklington, Yorks, Watchmaker York 


Cuanteh 


Pet April 13 Ord aa 

CovutseL,, Freperick Le3ton, Builder High Court 
Pet 16 Ord April 13 

CouPpLanD, ate, Leeds, Confectioner Leeds Pet April 
13 Ord April 13 

Dag.inotoy, Joszpa Hexny, Mount Charles, nr St Austell, 
Butcher Truro Pet A 2 Ord April 14 


Danuinetox, Witt1am, Middlewich, Greengrocer Nant- 
wich Pet Aprili2 Ord April 1 

E.prives, ALrrep Epwakrp, ,» = Southampton, 
‘armer Southampton Pet April 14 Ord April 14 

Exuis, Tomas, sen, ily, erioneths Aberystwith 
Pet April 13 Ord A; 

Exciasp, WILLIAM, Overstrand, Norfolk, Baker Norwich 
Pet April 14 Ord April 14 

Garson, Henry Hovuipsworrn, ry Columb, Cornwall 

Truro Pet Aprili1 Ord April 

Hanyey, Gzorce, en Glam, Grocer Neath Pet 
April13 Ord April 

HagginGroy, Cunnreee Jouy, Sth pan, Baker Ed- 
monton Pet 13 Ord April 

Hanzeison, Epwix, , Yorks, ie Halifax Pet 
April13 Ord April 13 

Hucues, Davin Mearzs, rm Hydon, Devons Exeter 
Pet April10 Ord 

James, GairFiTu, » Cardiff Pet April 14 

Jouxsox, Witiiam, Bev York, Fruit Merchant 

m upon Hull Pet bh 26 Newt Hany, = hed 
Sones E.uex, i<—ey Provision Dealer Blackburn 
et March 18 April 14 

RL), Pa, Fhaxcre Xavis 
LyTHGOE y-ye 

a Pet April 12 Apel 13 . 

antix, EvizaBEeTa ie Biazey, Cornwall, Builder 

Truro Pet 


‘et April 3 Ord April 14 
wee ym Lancaster, Painter Preston Pet 
P 
Mercer, Harry Gradley Yous, Brewer’s Manager Dud- 
N a Pet Apail9 Ord Agent th Court 
ETTER, ERT, 
Os a G Plaisto 7 ms Court 
WALD, Gzorer, 7s aun Clerk h 
Pet April 13 “Ord April 13 — soi 
Partison, Toma: oe Pe 


Newcastle on 
Porrer, WILLIAM 
Nottii 


and Frawcis 
verpool 


mouas, 
Rotianp, WILLIAM, ieee Heyry er Ho 
Jute’ Merchants High Court ‘April 13 pas Ord 


April 14 

Koiuine, Ricuarp Saerrarp, Om; aotie, Farmer 
Ni ham Pet Aprili3 Ord 

Suvester, Joun Waiaar, Sheffield 
Pet 13 Ord April 13 

=~ 1 “ty Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet April 13 


eo wr “a ustngion, Goce Warrington Pet 


hea i Green‘ Licensed Victualler Greenwich 
Pet March 16 Ord 18 

Squaze, Samvugn Sats, Thurlestone, Farmer 

t Pi — Pet ue Ord A 12 ui 

apscoTT, WILLIAM ~\ ipowner iverpool 
Pet March 29 Ord’ April 12 ait 

Tuomas, Herseat Fisuer, Milford Haven, Sailmaker 
Pembroke Dock Pet April 14 tls 
mas, WILLIAM ¥, Butcher High 

Tea Pet 18 Ord 3... Pet 
BR, CHARLES D Builder Plymouth 
April12 Ord April : 





May 17 Marsh v Garrett, 








Turn be wy Buckingham, Grocer Banbury Pet 


Viear, Rowianp Hypz, Redmariley, Worcester, Farmer 
Gloucester Pet 5 oo April 12 
Wate Apell 14, Ord April 14 spre. 
Wan ‘osePu, Chesterfield, Hotel Keeper Chesterfield 
tA 138 Ord April 13 


. 's, Brickmaker’ 
Wark, Josern Mare, + Sein, at ~y = 7 


Meda yp Faeperice bd | Rye a 
Winey, Witt, SS aee Swansea Pet April 
14 Ord April 14 


Woop, Gzonce Henny, Melton Mowbray, Baker Leicester 
Pet Apri! 12 Ord April 12 


wo Rerraat agen, es ee ey sw = 


Aanental neljen peieliinted Sn Get blished in the 
London Gazette of March 23 


at oa pene, Newiown, | Cheaire, 


_ 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
Wi J Wi Gee igher’ Broughton, Salf Salford, 
1LL1aMs, Jonx WI.iraM, ~ ren -—— 


a RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER. 
Eve Logay Bickxet, Victoria estminster, Bar- 
sitet-law High Court Reo Ord Feb 12, 1897 Rese 


A 6 
1 FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bartoy, Wate Newport. 3 I W, Builder April 26 at 11 
19, Quay st, Newport, I 
Buss, Epwarp James, Chethem, Grocer May Satil 115, 


B * nore Warrington May 7 at 10.50 Court 
RADBURY, WILLIAM, 
U; Upper Bank st, Warrington : 
Bnookiasy, saan. Coal Dealer May4ati2 Off 
CuaPmax, ya All Saints, Lincs, Grocer April 29 
at 12.15 Off Rec, 48, st, Boston : 
CLABKE, ee smeemeell Victnalies 
A) 1 as Carey 
Cooxe, Wauresr, Somerford, 2atil Off Rec, 
23, King Ed st, 


Corto: wey en, Se, Watchmaker April 
23 at 12 28, Stonegate, 


Conaneass ones, wysilan, Glam, Bailder April 26 at 

Dartox, Joun Pans, Journeyman - 
builder May 8 at 11 bidgs, Carey st 

Dawson, Tom, Sandal, W: Butcher April 23 at 11 
Off 6, Bond trree, Wi 


Dick ensox, 2 — Britain April 30at 11 Bankruptcy 


Expriver, Atyrzep Epwarp, Marchwood, Southampton, 
Farmer April 27 at 3.30 Off Rec, 4, East st, South- 


pril 30 at bldgs, 


Frank, Homme. Hrasce Hewny, Dover, General Dealer 
May 13 at 9 Off Ree, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 
Lion Hotel, PO as anh ORR! 
ome, = Witu1am, Lianilar, Farmer April 
i Ep Elland, Yorks, Teamster April 27 at 
of eo chmbrs, Halifax 
cmt | an i me oe Ferien Beles 
Taomas Petras, Okehampton, Sem? Saat i Merchant 
H 4k, A Clyst ~~ May 7 at 
vip Mgar 
ee aaa a 
mene Gerona: — Gorran, Curnwall, Farmer 


April 26 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
sania Be Tuomas, Redcar, Yorks April 28 at 3 


5 
83 33 
“4 
*) 
wid: 








i 

















Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Midc 
Lacgsyr, Jous, Gt me Cait Farmer 23 at 11 Off 
Lestes, Many Aww, Dover, Saddler April 29 at 9 Of 
Leambiaie Beate tg Xaviss, and Faavsocis 
Lremees Leauepsewn, 6 iverpool, Millers April 28 at 
O8 Res, 88, Vistesie 


ford, Loaf sero 
Sune; Seems ae April 27 at 12.30 
me 5, Burney, Paty 27 at 11,30 24, Rail- 


mh fe A Journalist April 30 at 2.30 
Beskraptey Carey st 
Osw Gsorez, , Shipping Clerk April 30 at 12 





Wiipg, Wii11am, East South Jin Bak, ¥ 
trar, Durham 


Gasette.—TuEspDar, 6. 

Trenwether Tora 28 Wilde v Pryce, Regis 
Harrison & Barker, West Hartlepool < 
Reve. Waasan, Welton, Lengel, Grocer April 28 at 12 
Guereans, Veg INCENT ase Bocas, Castes Hosier May 13 


Sr Jovura, April 26 at 

"TL Se, Ral ee zs 

Srsvensoy, eeaneh 5 at 12 

Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

Sraipvg, Waiter Ganver, mn Kent, Bootmaker 

Race, Pusnes, Buennens April 23 at 12 Of 
Reo, 3 ‘Alexandra rd, 8 

Wasa, Waa Wa Lincs, Milliner 
April 29 at 12 Off Rec, 48, High st, 

Watts, ext Hewitt, Li Wine Merchant 
April 27 at 12 Off Reo, 35, st, Liverpool 
Wuu Joux, Glam, Tea Merchant 
wine ee Sie cer be Salford 
Meant’ Merchant April’ 97 at 8 Or Lan byrom ot, 
tae | Won Sa te beni ie 

in April 
| Serge" gee ane tal 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Atiawsox, Jonw Baru, Carnarvon, 
April$ Ord 


Aspix, Rronarp muzamp, Onelicle, Sanheenger Carlisle 
Pet March 30 Ord Aged 34 ava 
Arrwater, ALexanpss Hervey, tect 

High Court Pot Feb 12 Ord April 


Bonz Fisrouss am, East Dereham, Norfolk 


ae Perse, Bollington, 
12 Ord 12 

ears Hewey eborne, Staffs, Compositor Bir- 
Pet 14 Ord 4 


Syd ipl 
, Saddler Cardiff PetAprili2 Ord 
Ship Chandler 


Buss, 
Bonn, Syoxsy, 
Bove. Tasopon Sy linen, te, 4 

Bra w= hua ‘arrington Pet April 


Barcs, Wittiam Georee, Downham Market, Norfolk, 
Ord 14 
Factor tangata, my ty pS ag U, 


Corn 
bape Od 
Onagu' Kensington park, 
Cantolicitor High mia, We Ord April 18 
Corron, Ricuagp, Watchmaker York 


CouPLanD, 
> : Wiuas Demaen, Deal, Kent, 
Custis, BLES "Ond 3 
Greengrocer Nant- 


, Wi Middlewich, 
ae Ty Ord 7 
Dessweeny, # A Salop High Court Pet March 


22 pril 
Busses, ALFaep Seen 
—— Geongey ackey Pet April 9 rd Bont Manufactre 


we... Wituiam, Nostolk, Baker Norwich 
Pet Aprili4 Ord 





Carey st 
con he Brenchley, Kent, Wheel 
PANape 98 ab 12.48 cz camara te 7 


Pavey, yttare, Uxbridge, Groom April. 39 at 2.30 


Re 
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Square, Samvet Saatu, Salcombe, Devon, Farmer Ply- 
Pet A: 12 Ord April 12 
Sriaevr, wo anges, rocer Warrington Pet 


Tomas, | Wd 4 oa Milford Haven, Pembrokes, 
Sailmaker Pembroke Dock Pet April14 Ord April 14 
ae — tw Bermondsey, Butcher High 
Court ril13 Ord April 13 
Tozer, Md OHnN, Plymouth, Builder Plymouth Pet 
April 12 Ord April 12 
Viear, Rowtaxp Hypeg, Redmariey, \ pene 
Gloucester Pet April 12 Ord April 12 
Vas Josern, ne Hotel Keeper Chesterfield 


April 13_ Ord April 13 
Wiiirams, Joun Wiiiiam, Hi pe os Salford, Metal 
Merchant ‘et April 9 Ord A April 13 
Wiss, Wittiam Henny, Copthall avenue, Financial 
t High Court Pet Feb 10 Ord April 12 
Wiscuuncn, Frepericxk Wri, Birmingham, Glass- 
maker Birmingham Pet April 12 Ord April 14 
Wiyxzey, Wittiam, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet April 

14 Ord April 14 


Wooncock, James, Stannington, Northumbrid, Farm Ser- 
vent Newcastle on Tyne Pet A i" 10 Ord April 12 

Wuisu, Epwarp yep Cromh Glos Gloucester 
Pet March 


6 

Woop, Geonrcse Heway, 3 tH ry wer gh Leicester, Baker 
Leicester Pet April 12 Ord April 1 

London Gasetie.—Turavay, April 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Busqguese, ye Binstead House, 44 Ryde, I of W 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

ull, Clothier Cardiff Pet April 15 


Farmer 


me... | a 
Ord April 1 

CARRUTHERS, Lianelly, Boot Dealer 
Pet A; 15 Ord April 15 

1:11am, Scawton, nr ae, Farmer North- 

Pet April 15 Ord April 1 

Haut, WIA Samipwene, Manc ~~4 Provision Dealer 
Salford April 8 Ord April 14 

Hearp, Freperick CHarves. vonport, Coachbuilder 
Pi th Pet April15 Ord April 15 

radford Pet April 15 


Carmarthen 


Dossow, 


ILuinewortnh, Tuomas, Bradford 
Ord April 1 


ae yy ; Comberiand, Miller Carlisle 
Pet April15 Ord April 15 
Masme, ILLIAM aoe Wolverhampton, Baker Wol- 


i15 Ord April 1 
Mosse iia, Hendin , Coal ey Reading Pet 
15 


Duane a, beravon, Glam, Grocer Neath Pet | 
‘April 13 ‘April 15 


FURNITURE 


April 27 at | 


Tayior, i Golcar, nr Huddersfield, iam Merchant 

udderafield Pet A a) 15 Ord April 25 

WIGNALL, speme 8t a ss Lanes, Grocer 
Pet April 15 Ord A 


MEETINGS. 
Bavcuiy, Epwarp ee Gosport, Chemist 
8 Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
—— Fg Scissett, York, Joiner April 2 at 11 Off 
‘ohn William st st, Huddersfield 
aa p —apanne Bouip, Huddersfield, Dentist 
a 2@ati1l Off Rec, 19, John William st, Hudders- 


Houmas, Joun Antuur, Bradford, Stereotyper April 28 at 
12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Lockwoop, Leowarn Suaw, Bradford, Stuff Presser 
April 29at 12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
O.prisitp, Macartxey Hume, Tunbridge Wells April 
28 at 12.15 JC Parris, 65, High st, Tunbridge Wells 
—— a? jun, Bradford, eee April 28 at 1l Off 
1, Manor row, Bra’ ford 
cua: "FREDERICK, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Painter April 
Orn 28 at 4 ‘st, Merthyr Tydfil - 
neuP, THom. maenagen, Grocer ae 7 at 10.55 
Court i st, W: 


Wiis, Taomas, Radted. W Worsted -—_ April 29 

atll Off Ree, "31, Manor row, Bradford 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Batcury, Eow we SamvkE., _ Chemist Portsmouth 
Pet Ord A 

CaBRuTHERs, Sous, Udneliy Boot Dealer Carmarthen 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

Dossoy, = ny Scawton, nr 4 Farmer North- 
allerton 


Liverpool 


Pet April 15 Ord April 15 
Goopenitp, WIit1am, uilder Reading Pet 
Febi3 Ord 1 
Harnison, Epwiy, Yorks, Teamster Halifax Pet 
April 13 Ord April 13 


Heagp, Feepexicx Cuarves, Tuckney, nr a Coach- 
builder —— Pet April 14 Ord April 1 
a - a8, Bentherd Bradford Pet April 15 


Jounson, beigomnny, —o Fruit Merchant 
em ital Pet Pet Ord April 15 
Manrrtix, 5 arn may iserehn, ‘Cambeld, Miller Carlisle 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 


Tuomas, re. Glam, Grocer Neath Pet 
18 Ord fest is 

Wituam, Wi , Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool Pet 
de Ord April 15 


Tay Golear, nr Huddersfield, Flock Merchant 
Bf Pet A 156 Ord April 15 

Wieratt, Taomas, St Helen’s, Lancs, Grocer Liverpool 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 





FEE 6O GUINEAS 


SCHOOL SHIP ‘CONWAY 


VERPOO 
FOR TRAINING 

YOUNG GENTLEMEN 
tosecome OFFICERS 
mm THe MERCANTILE NAVY. 
FOR PROSPECTUS APPLY TO 
” THE CAPT., AC MILLEA.R.M, 











You will hear sufferers exclaim, “I feel out of sorts! ’’ 
“Tam below par!” “I am losing weight!” Some rush 
to quack nostrums and become worse. are unwilling 
— or unable —to consult medical advisers, who would prob- 
ably recommend things which might or might not help 
them. And, after all, a little common-sense must 
them that, by following rational dietary rules, they can 
maintain and restore that vigour which, by errors in diet, 
in conjunction with their surroundings, they have | 
Good health—the greatest blessing mortals can enjov, and 
never really valued till lost—can be preserved in the 
majority of mankind by attention to diet. 

A Food Beverage such as Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa, with its 
unique powers of nutriment and exceptional vitalizing 
properties, is a means whereby eg and nervous ene’ 
is gained as a rational out d vitality an 
the pleasing consequence of anh. nourishment and 





It aids the digestive powers, and is invaluable to tired 
men and delicate women and children. 

It has the refreshing properties of fine tea, the nourish- 
ment of the best cocoas, and a tonic and recuperative force 
possessed by neither, and can be used in all cases where tea 
and coffee are prohibited. 

It is not a medicine, but a unique and wonderful Food 

vel 
The wonderful African Kola nut which it contains has 
concentrated powers of nutriment, and imparts stamina 
and staying powers, adds to power of endurance, and 
enables those who use it to undergo greater physical exer- 
tion and fatigue. 

The unique vitalizing and restorative powers of Dr. 
Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa are being recognized to an extent hither- 
to unknown in the history of any preparation. Merit, and 
merit alone, is what is claimed for Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cosoa, 


BY Bo ee AUTHORITY. 


uisite under the above Acts on the 
very req supplied 





eat BOCES 8 SEE BNO ok Se Samet 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 


decribute panne 2S in the form for tion and 

ibution. FICATES, D ENTURES, 
engraved . OFFICIAL 

SEALS devignsd and tad cnecuted. a 4 for Sketches, 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 





49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 


of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


ESTABLISHED 18651. 


BIRKESOE BANE 


y-lane, London, W.C. 


INVESTED FUNDS <= = - £8,000,000. 
Number of Accounts, 75,061. 





hnilAi 











and the proprietors are prepared to send to - reader who 

names t ~ LICITORS’ > Selaaes (a will do) a on DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 1°) allowed 

if sample tin of Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa ‘fave and = TWO per Cia. on : T AQOOUNTS, on the 
Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa is made up in 6d. packets, and 9d. minimum mon balances, when wa Omow : 

and 1s. 6d. tins. It can be obtain from all chemists, be ee en , and ANNUITIES purchased and 

grocers, and stores, or from Dr. Tibbles’ yi Onsen, Limited, | ®? re 


Suffolk House, Cannon-street, London, E 


MAPLE & CO. 














MAPLE & CO. FIT 
UP OFFICES, 
Board Rooms, and 


for 
Committee Rooms 


OFFICES for Banking, Tn- 


surance and Rail- 


BANKS oe ge 


Private Firms, and 
manufac- 


BOARD ae 


large scale are able 


ROOMS ae 
FIRST 
CLASS Ee 


FURNITURE 
Tottenham Gained, London, W. 
- EDE AND 80ON, | 


ROBE Aha MAKERS. 


Y SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her Majesty, th the Lord Chancellor, the Whole vf the 
Judi ch, Corporation of London, & &c. 
ROBES FOR QUREN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, Town | 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. | 


Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Gowns | 
ESTABLISHED 1689 


i 


te 





: 




















good materials 




















Law Wi 


ach com) 


post free. 
Telephone No. 65005. 


SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 
Small ewer > received, and Interest allowed monthly on 
eted £1. 


The & ECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 


“ BIRKBECK, LONDON.” 
FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS COCOA. 


EPPS Ss 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


WITH FULL NATURAL FLAVOUR. 


Tel-graphic Address : 











BRAND & CO.’S 


SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 


BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, Gc., 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of ali Chemists an and Grocers. 


BRAND & .. MAYFAIR, W.. W., & 9 i WORKS, 
XHALL, "LONDON, 





94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. (s. FISHER, 188, Strand. 
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